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DETAILED ACTION 

1, Claims 1-27 are presented for the examination. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 3, 18 and 26 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

The periods are missed at the end of the claims 3, 18 and 25. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 22-27 are rejected as non-statutory because they are not tangibly embodied. 
Claims 22-27 define a computer readable medium in the preamble. However, the 

specification discloses this medium to be a computer data signal embodied in a carrier wave. 
Carrier waves are not the tangible medium; therefore, claims 22-27 are non-statutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 1, 3, 4, 7-10, 12-14, 16-18, 22-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chintalapati et la (US. 6, 988,140 B2) in view of Sugahara et al (US 
6,684281 Bl). 

As to claim 1, Chintalalpati teaches the invention substantially as claimed including: 
setting a timer for a plurality of time intervals (a predetermined time interval has elapsed, X 
seconds, col 8, In 43-45), calling a polling function (the polling system call, col 8, In 46-50/ col 
12, In 32-35/ln 42-50/ In 55-57), a polling function (a poll request, col 8,ln 39-45), a polling 
function at at the end of each of the plurality of time intervals (col 8, In 39-45), the polling 
function being performed by a first processor( col 20, In 7-10), a positive result( active, col 5, In 
10/ col 8, In 1-7) , if the polling function results in a positive result, processing the results of the 
polling function with a second processing( col 5, In 1-10, col 8, In 1-7). 

Chintalapati does not explicitly teach the second processor. However, Sugahara teaches 
the second processor (the processor receiving the interrupt message ... by reading the interrupt 
message, col 1, In 38-48). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching of Chintalapati to incorporate the feature of the second 
processor because this allows the processor to send a message over the network to another 
processor without going through the aforementioned proceduces. 

As to claim 3, Chintalapati teaches the first processor is an application processor (col 15, 
In 50-51). 
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As to claim 4, Chintalapati teachers declaring the first processor to be dedicated to the 
polUng function (col 20, In 7-9). 

As to claim 7, Chintalapati teaches asynchronous event handling for the first processor 
and the second processor (col 4, In 29-33). 

As to claim 8, it is an apparatus claim of claim 1; therefore, it is rejected for the same 
reason as claim 1 above. 

As to claim 9, Chintalapati teaches the performance of the polling operation overlaps at 
least in part with the performance of the normal processing operation (col 5, In 3-10). 

As to claim 10, Chintalapati teaches the first processor is dedicated to event handling 
(col 7, In 55-58). 

As to claim 12, Sugahara teaches the first processor and the second processor is 
separate physical processors (col 2, In 7-10). 

As to claim 13, Sugahara teaches the first processor and the second processor are logical 
processors in a single physical processor (Fig. 2). 

As to claim 14, it is an apparatus claim of claim 1 ; therefore, it is rejected for the same 
reason as claim 1 above. In additional, Chintalapati teaches event (col 4, In 62-67). 

As to claims 16, 17, they are apparatus claims of claims 3, 6; therefore, they are rejected 
for the same reasons as claims 3, 6 above. 

As to claim 18, Chintalapati teaches event mechanism for the computer system (col 8, In 

38-45). 

As to claims 22, 24-27, they are apparatus claims of claims 1, 3, 4, and 9; therefore, they 
are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1, 3, 4, and 9 above. 
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As to ciaim 23, Chintalapati teaches 
interface( cbl 8, In 1-3). 
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the polhng function comprises polling a computer 



4. Claims 2, 11 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chintalapati et la (US. 6, 988,140 B2) in view of Sugahara et al (US 6,684281 Bl), as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Booth (US, Patent 6,065073). 

As to claim 2, Chintalapati and Sugahara do not teach a network stack. However, Booth 
teaches a network stack (a full range of data communications among disparate data equipment 
and networks, the Intemational Standards Organization (lOS), col 2, In 9-12). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to niodify the teaching of Chintalapati and Sugahara to incorporate the feature of a 
network stack because this allows standardized procedures to be defined for enabUng the 
interconnection and subsequent effective exchange of information between the systems. 

As to claim 11, it is an apparatus claim of claim 2; therefore, it is rejected for the same 
reason as claim 2 above. 

5. Claims 5, 15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chintalapati et la (US. 6, 988,140 B2) in view of Sugahara et al (US 6,684281 Bl), as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view Karnik et al (US. 5,724527). 
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As to claim 5, Chintalapati and Sugahara do not teach bootstrap processor. However, 
Morris teaches bootstrap processor (the bootstrap processor, col 3, In 1-3). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching of Chintalapati and Sugahara to incorporate the feature 
bootstrap processor because this allows different processors to be dedicated to perform 
predetermined functions or tasks faster and more efficiently. 

As to claim 15, it is an apparatus claim of claim 5; therefore, it is rejected for the same 
reason as claim 5 above. 

6. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chintalapati 
et la (US. 6, 988,140 B2) in view of Sugahara et al (US 6,684281 Bl), as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view Yamanoto (Facsimile equipment). 

As to claim 6, Chintalapati teaches a normal execution thread (col 8, In 1-6), 
Chintalapati and Sugahara do not processing in parallel with polling function. Yamanoto 
teaches processing in parallel with polling function (a polling setting memory 1 lb for storing a 
multipolling reception stard data and time and a group number and a signal processing, Sec: 
Constitution, In 4-7/ executing the input processing of the succeeding multipolling start data and 
time and the group number in parallel with polling reception processing, page 2, In 1-4). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching of Chintalapati and Sugahara to incorporate the feature of 
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processing in parallel with polling function because this provides a possibility to set up the 
reservation of the succeeding multipolling immediately after the start of multipoUing. 

7. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chintalapati 
et la (US. 6, 988,140 B2) in view of Sugahara et al (US 6,684281 Bl), as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Yang et al (US. Patent 7,003610 B2), 

As to claim 19, Chintalapati and Sugahara do not explicitly teach a single thread. 
However, Yang teache a single thread (single thread, col 3, In 37-40). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching of Chintalapati and Sugahara to incorporate the feature of a 
single thread because this provides the servicing for all write requests received via interrupts in a 
single thread with limited memory space and avoids shared resource conflicts. 

8. Claims 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chintalapati et la (US. 6, 988,140 B2) in view of Sugahara et al (US 6,684281 Bl), as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Hokenek et al (US 6,971, 103 B2). 

As to claim 20, Chintalapati and Sugahara do not teach a multi-processor system. 
However, Hokenek teaches muhi-processor( Multi-proccessor, col 1, In 30-33). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching of Chintalapati and Sugahara to incorporate the feature of a 
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multi-processor because this provides a low-latency, low-everhead mechanism for deUvering and 
servicing cross thread interrupts in a multithreaded processors. 

As to claim 21, Hokenek teaches a hyper-threaded system( col 1, In 63-67). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LeChi Truong whose telephone number is ( 571) 272 3767. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 - 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomson, WilHam can be reached on (571) 272 3718. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR of Public PAIP. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http ://pair-direct.uspto. gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIP 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9 197(toll-free). 

LeChi Truong 
April 12, 2007 
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